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REMARKS 

The Final Office Action mailed February 9. 2007, has been received and reviewed. 
Claims 1-5, 7, 8, 11-18, 20-32. 34, 36-47. and 49-54 are pending in the present application. 
Applicant respectfully responds to this Office Action and traverse ali rejections. Applicant has 
amended claims 1, 7, 8„ 14, 20. 22, 26, 34 ; 36, 41 and 49. 

Claim Objectless 

Claims 7, 20, 34 and 49 are objected to because of the following informalities: In claims 
7, 20, 34 and 49 line ! delete "claim 6 " "claim 19," -claim 33 " and "claim 48" and insert ~~~ 
claim 1— , --claim 14--, --claim 26—, and —claim 4i—, respectively, because claims 6, 19, 
33 and 48 have been cancelled. 

Applicant has amended claims 7, 20, 34 and 49 to recite the correct dependencies. 
Applicant respectfully requests these objections be withdrawn. 

35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) Anticipation Rejections 

Anticipa tion Resection Based on U.S. Patent No. 5,159,447 to Haske ll et at. 

Claims I, 7-8, 14, 20, 22. 26, 34, 41, 49 and 51-52 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,159,447 to Haskell et al (hereinafter "the 
Haskell reference'*). Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection, as hereinafter set forth. 

A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, 
either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference. Verekgaat Brothers v. 
V-Aon Oil Co .>fCJifotvw* 2 USPQ2d HIM, 10*3 tFec (":*. 19S7». The identical inventus! 
rotsf be «hown tn as complete det.al as is contained in the claim, ftichaniioi 1 Sicuk: Motor 
Co . 9 TSPQ2d 1 01 3. 1 920 Kec C ;r. 1 9^}. 

Ihe 35 U.S.C. § '02(b) anticipation rejections of claims 1. 7-8, 14, 20, 22, 2o, 34. ^1. ^9 
ar-d 51-52 ?re improper because the Haskell refeience does not doscilbe, either »pitsslj oi 
: nheienrJj. the identical inventions m as complex detail as aie contained in the claims. Since the 
Haskell reference doe.' not dejenbe either express or inhere the identical inventions in as 
complete detail as ire cortumtd in the dams*, tht Haskell reference caitnet anticipate under 55 
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U.VC. £ 102 the presently claimed invention of independent claim I and claim 7 depending 
therefrom, independent claim S. independent claim 14 and claim 22 depending therefrom, 
independent claim 26 and claim 3*5 depending therefrom and independent claim 41 and claims 
40. 51. S2 depending therefrom. 

2MilS^sdiJCEteS££ generally diseases a pkrraUrv of bit streams of dtfi'ereut data 
types {e.g.. video, voice, etc.) that arc each respecmeh streamed into a Jdta tjpc-fimque encoder 
wherein each of the buffered encoder data stream are time multiplexed to keep, for example, 
coinciding video and audio data aligned m the communication channel. Sptxttkaliy. the I laskeii 
reference discloses: 

Eacf' of individual men :oded bit-s 4 reams 1 1 i may he derived from „ d'fferent source. 
Typical scarce? from which individual unencoded bit-streams ! 1 1 may be derived 
include, without i imitation: video, audio una data. For purposes of this example it 
is presumed that each of the pant, of individual nneneolied 'biKstreams i P are 
associated together b> \irtue of having been generated dunng the same real time 
period (1 laske! L col. 1 1 . lines 21-28; emphasis added), 

As shewr. in RG, 2, each of indmdm! unencoded b't-streams 111-1 through I i 1 -N are 
supeiiei as a i input to one of enco fers i 0 M through 1 » i -N. For purposes of 
thtp example, unencoded bits/ream 111- J i\ designated ar a video signal and 
unencoded b 'tetream 111-2 h desig taxed as an audio signal. Each q f encoders 
1 01-1 through 1 01-N are adapted for tocodi »g the type of information carted 
in the one of individual unencoded bit-streams 1 1 1 with which it is supplied and 
.supplying as an output an encoded representation of the data carried therein as one 
of encoded bit-streams ENCOIM through ENCOD-K. (Haskell. coL II. line 67- 
col. 12, line 10; emphasis added). 

.. it is also specifically required that pa is of each of encoded iignah ENCOD that were 
gem rated during the .same time hiervai are associated togetke and con btned t 
after encoding, into a predetermined portion of multiplexed stream J 12 that 
corresponds to that time interval, Thb requirement facilitates editing of 
multiplexed stream i 12. lira?, as des -ribed above, where video ami audio are 
be*ng multiplexed each portion of multiplexed stream 1 12 would contain a video 
frame and digitized representation of « hat wa a spoken h> the speaker during the 
time interval oi that associated udeo frame. (Haskell, col 11, lines 3o-47: 
emphasis added). 

Cjajbe^.1,7,14,20, 22 

Applicant's invention as present h claimed in amended independent claim I, from which 
claim 7 depends and amended independent claim 14 r*om winch claims 20 and 22 depend, recite 
in part: 
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A H method ... comprising: 

en -odiog systematic bits of a bit strea ft in each of a plurality of [J buffe s W\xh a first 
code; 

multiplexing content of the plurality of // buffers: and 

encoding said rtHiip'txed content with a aeawd code to provide a set of frames, 
wherein the encoding s<ud multiplexed content comprises identifying a block of 
bits to be encoded and then coding the block of hits with tk second codcj.l 
(Emphasis added.) 

At iea^i Applicant s claims, d ekmenis of "encoding systematic bits of a bit stream In 
each of a pturciity off/ buffer.'*, "mtt'tiplextrg content of the plurality of[f buffers'" and 
"encoding mid multiplexed moment with a second cade"" are not disclosed m the Haskell 
reference. A? stated above, ihe Haskell reference dis> loses multiplexing a piuralift of buffered 
encoded Ms streams which is in distinct contrast to Applicant's invention including the claim 
iements of *> needing systematic bits of a bit stream h each of a plurality of // buffers" and 
"multiplexing content of the plurality ofH buffers, 

Thereibre, smce at ksst Applicant's claimed element of "encoding system atic bin of a 
bit stream in each of d plurality of // buffers" and "multiplexing content of the plurality of // 
buffers" a?e not di closed irs "as complete detail as Is contained in the claim" as is required &r 
anticipation under 35 I .S.C. * 102, the Haskell reference cannot anheiprUe under 35 U.S.C. ^ 1 02 
Applicant's imet.tiou as present lv claimed in amended independent claim 1 and claim 7 
depending therefrom, and amended independent claim M and elfins 20 and 22 depending 
therefrom- 
Regarding Applicant's claimed element of "encoding said multiplexed co^ife it w'tl- a 
second eode*\ the Final Onke Action in the Response to Arguments section alleges: 

... Fig. 5 [of *he I)e?keH rUermeej t>hows encoding. v\i?h a second code ; nciudi ig 

identifying block of hits to he encoded from streams a.. ,e, the multiplexed content 
for transmission on channel 1 12, since enLod'ttg is merely the process of 
eonve ting dam into cod* st ch as converting the enctdeddam into packets f,r 
transmission. iFhiijf Office Action, p. 2; emphasis added). 

Applicant respectfully disagrees W-th the characterization of the disclosure of FIG. 5 of 
the Heskeil reference. Generath, FIG. 5 o* the ileskcH reference discloses the concept of 
"gathering" packets into "packs" which correspond to a system time interval (Hesketl, col, 13, 
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lines 9-10. col. 14, lines 19-20). The fleskefi reference clearly distinguishes between "encoding"' 
and "packet gathering". Therefore, FIG. 5 of the Heskell reference clearly does not disclose 
Applicant's claim element of "encoding said multiplexed content with a second code" as 
alleged by the Final Office Action. 

Alternatively, since at least Applicant's claimed element of "encoding said multiplexed 
content with a second code" h not disclosed in ,k as complete detail as is contained in the claim" 
as is required for anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §102, the Haskell reference cannot anticipate 
under 35 U.S.C. §102 Applicant's invention as presently claimed in amended independent claim 
1 and claim 7 depending therefrom, and amended independent claim 14 and claims 20 and 22 
depending therefrom. 

Accordingly, such claims arc allowable over the cited prior art and Applicant respectfully 
requests that such rejections be withdrawn. 

Claim 8 

Applicant's invention as presently claimed In amended independent claim 8 recites: 

8. A method reducing decoding complexity, comprising: 
decoding received frames by a first decoder; 

de-multiplexing correctly decoded frame to a plurality of buffers, wherein the de- 
multiplexing comprises identifying a block of bits comprising the correctly 
decoded frame decoded by the fir?!, decoder and belonging to at least one of the 
plurality of buffers, and further providing the block of bits to at least one of the 
plurality of buffers: and 

processing content of each of the plurality of buffers into a bit stream, (Emphasis 
added.) 

At least Applicant's claimed element of ^processing content of each of the plurality of 
buffers info a bit stream'- is not disclosed in the Haskell reference. As stated above, the Haskell 
reference discloses multiplexing a fjluraHty of buttered encoded hit str&stjm which is in distinct 
contrast to Applicant's invention Including the claim element of "processing content of each of 
the plurality of buffers into a bit stream ". 

Therefore, since at least Applicant's claimed element of ''processing content of each of 
the plurality of buffers into a bit stream" Is not disclosed in "as complete detail as is contained 
in the claim" as is required for anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §102, the Haskell reference cannot 
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anticipate under 55 U S.C §HE Applicant invention as presently chimed in amended 
independent claim 8. 

According^, such claim i« allowable over the cited prior art 3nd Applicant respectful^ 
requests mat sach rejection be withdrawn. 

Dld*j^l4 34, 41, 4% 5h 52 

Aophcant's Mention as presentl) chimed in amended independent claim 26, from which 

cUim 34 depends and amended independent claim 4 i irom which claims 49. 51 and 52 depend. 

recite in part: 

An apparatus .. composing, 
a plurality of buffers; 

tf plurality of encoders, each of said plurality of encoders being communicatively 

coupled to one of said plurality of [1 buffers wherein said pluratity of buffers are 

configured to receive systematic bits from a hit stream: 
a multiplexer communicatively coupled to said plurality of [J buffers; and 
an inner encoder communicatively coupled to said multiplexer, wherein the inner 

encoder is configured to identify a block of bits to be encoded and encode the 

block of bits with an inner code .... {Emphasis added.) 

At least Applicants claimed elements of "a plurality of encoders ... coupled to ... said 
plurality of buffers are configured to receive systematic hits from a bit stream" and **«« Inner 
encoder . . . configured to... encode ... with an inner code" are not disclosed in the Haskell 
reference. As stated above, the Haskell reference discloses multiplexing a plurality of buffered 
encoded hit streams which is in distinct contrast, to Applicant's invention, including the claim 
elements of u a plurality of encoders . . . coupled to... said plurality of buffers are configured to 
receive systematic bits from a Mi stream" and "an inner encoder . . . configured to ... encode 
... with an inner cede". 

Therefore, since at least Applicant's claimed elements of "a plurality of encoders ... 
coupled to . . . said plurality of buffers are configured to receive systematic bits from a bit 
stream" and "an inner encoder . . . configured to . . . encode . . . wkk an inner code" are not 
disclosed in "as complete detail as is contained in the claim" as is required for anticipation under 
35 U.S.C. §102, the Haskell reference cannot anticipate under 35 U.S.C. §102 Applicant's 
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in\ention as > resent!} claimed in amended independent claim 2n and claim U depending 
therefrom, and amended independent daim 4t and ci.rms 49, 51 acd 52 depending therefrom. 

Accordingly-, such claims are allowable over the- cited prior art and Applicant respectfully 
requests thar such rejections be vuthdiawn 

Claim Rgjectioor under 35 C.S.C $ 103 

!Siai!Sll^JjLlH§^^ and 54 vere /ejected as being unpatentable 

over the Heskell refers nee in \ jew ofl ,.s Potent 6,5nO,20<S to Nadcn et d (hereinafter "the 
Nacen reference"'"). This rejection is respeaibJh tra\urstJ. Applicant respectfully trapses tilts 
rejection, as hereinafter s^t forth 

1 bo norths iousae-ss nf independent claim I precludes a rejection of claims 2-5 which 
depend therefrom because a dependent claim i$ obvious oi ly if the independent claim from 
which it depend? is obvious. i n re Fine 5 U.>.P,Q.2d 1596. 1600 (Fed. Cir 19SSi, ^ 
MPE.P <i J 143.03. Therefore, Applicant requests thai the Examiner withdraw the ejection m 
indepenc;nt claim 1 end claims 2-5 which depend thereirom. 

1'he rsoTjobviousric&s of independent claim 8 precludes a rejection of claim ! 1 which 
depends therefrom because a dependem claur is obvious oni> tf the independent claim from 
which it depends is obvious. See Inn? Fine. 5 U.S.P Q 2d 159*?, i600 (Fed Cir. 1°88), 4 <</Vo 
MPEP § 2143.03. Therefore. Applicant r quests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection to 
independent claim 8 and claim 1 1 which depends therefrom. 

Ths nort-bviousmss ot"nJependent claim 14 precludes a reject;on of claim.- 1 5- 18, 21 
and 23 which depend therefrom because a dependent claim is obviou* onh if the independent 
claim from which it depends is urn ions. ?ee In re Fi ne. 5 « .'.S.P.Q 2d 1 596. I oOC (Ted Cir. 
1 9SSI. w oho MPFP > 2143.03. Therefore. Applicant requests that til; Examiner withdraw the 
rejection to independent claim 14 and claims 15-18 71 and 23 winch depend therefrom. 

Tbe npnohviiou5m.'ft> of independent cUnn 2< preclude.-* a rejection of clowns 27-32 which 
depend therefrom because a dependent daim is obvious only if the indt pendent eLfnr- from 
which it depend** is obvious. See In re Fin e. 5 L .S V Q.2d 1596, 1M>J « Fed. Cir. 1988;, ice al*r 
MPbP § 2145.03. Therefore, Apphcant requests that the Examiner withdraw the rejection to 
independent claim 26 and claims 27-32 which depend therefrom. 
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The unobviousness of independent claim 41 precludes a rejection of claims 42-47 and 
54 which &pznd t herefrom because a dependent claim is obvious only if the mdependert claim 
from which ii depend-' is obvious. Sec in re Fine . 5 C.S.P.Q.2d i 5<* . 1 600 (Fed. Cir. ! 088), 
ah-o MPEP !} 2143.03. Therefore, Applicant requests rh.it the iixaminer withdraw the rejection 
id independent claim 4} and claim? 42-47 and 54 which Jept-nd therefrom. 

OallSSjUiMJ^ ^ww rejected as being unpatentable over the HesfccH 

reference in \ iew of U.S Parent o.052,812 to Cher: ct al (heremalkr -the Chen referenced. This 
rejection is respecimliy traversed. Applicant respccUuHj inverses this rejection, as hereintfter 
set forth. 

Eggardmg ^ks JI, the nonobvlousness of independent claim 8 precludes a rejection of 
claim 12 which depends therefrom because a dependent claim i# obvious onlv if the independent 
claim from which it depends is obvious. See I n re First ;, 5 l'.S.P.Q.'2d 15%. 1600 fVed. Cir. 
i$88). see oiso MPf-P & 2143.03. Therefore. Applicant requests rhat die Examiner withdraw the 
rejection to independent claim and claim 12 which depends therefh m. 

ESgM^I^SklHiis the nonobviousne&s of independent claim 14 precludes a rejection 
of claim 24 which depends therefrom because a dependent claim is ob\ious only lithe 
independent claim [torn which it depends is ob\ ious Xee In re Erne . 5 Ij.S.P.Q 2d i 596, 1600 
ibt:d. Cir. tec also ^ iPEP § 2143.03. '] hereforc. Applicant requests that the Examiner 

withdraw the rejection :o independent claim 14 and claim 24 which depends therefrom. 



Bi&^^SJSMs^tMi Applicant respectful I) traverses this rejection, as hereinafter set 



forth. 



M.P.E P 70o.02y) set? forth the .standard for a Section 103ia> rejection; 

To establish a prima fack case of ob\ iousness. three bafic criteria must be 
met. First mere must he some suggestion or mothytion, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge general^ available to c-ne of ordinary skill in the 
art, to modify the reference or eombine reference teachings Second, there must 
be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference {ar 
references whe* combined) must teach or suggest all the slmm limitations. 
The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and ffie reasonable 
expectation of 3uece?& must both be found m the prior art, and not based on 
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applicant's di«dosurt. In -c 947 b 2d 4S8. 10 l)SPQ2d 1438 {Fed, Cir. 

1992 > {Hrrspk^is added). 

I he 35 U.S.C. f 101(a; obviousness rejections of claims 36-39 are improper kcause the 
elements kr a prima ade case oi obviousness arc not mei. Spcciiioahj ihe rejection fails to 
meet tlx criterion that the ptmr a~r reference must teach or suggest all ihe claims limitation*. 

Regarding independent claim 3n mid claims 57-3^ depending thcieiiom. AppHcant has 
amended independent e ! uim 30 to irxiade claim limhcnons* not mught vi suggested >n the cited 
references, 

Applicant's independent claim "6, as presents} amended, recites 

36. An apparatus for reduti ig decoding complexity, comprising- 
a iir^t decoder, where-n said fir.sr decoder is configured to. 

decode 8 received frame; 

provide a correctly decoded frame; and 

ptovide indication of an erasure n* me received frame tailed to decode correct'y; 
o de-multipiexei corornun:eati\ciy coupled to said fust decoder; 
a diaalin of butlers comrnuricauveh coupled t<-> said de-m-iUip!e\er: and 
a plurality ^de^odm, cadi of said phu*ahvy of decoders being com nvutneati -eh eoup ! ed 

to one of said pismtiity of buffers each being communicatively coupled to form a 

hit stream. ( I rnphasis added. } 

Apphearr respectful i> assert; that aeithei the I faskeli reference nor the ( hen reference, 
either uidtwcuaih or in any p oper combu ation, teach or suggest Aj pRanf> tmentum as 
presently [aimed hi amended independent claim 36. Regarding the teaching or suggestion of tne 
Heskell reresvree. Applicant lesnecvfuil) reasserts the above proffeted a^giarncms regarding ihe 
lad; of teaching or suggestion of Applicant's claimed clement of a "pimaiity of buffers, each 
being eommun 'eafhely coupkd to fir? t a bit stream". The Office Action cites the Chen 
reference for teaching or suggesting "prov'd[mg] an indication of an erasure to the second 
decoder". (Firal Office Action, p 11- 

Therefore, since neither the Haskell sele^-erce nor trk. Chen reference t^ach or suggest 
Applicants claimed mveutior including a irality of buffets each being t,ot tmnmcativeiy 
coupled to form a hk stnam\ those raerences, either ind:\iduai:> or in im\ ptopes combirmt on, 
cannot render ob\ ions, under 35 ? \S.C. § 1 03, Applicant's invention as presently claimed in 
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amended independent claim 36. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests the rejection of 
presently amended independent claim 36 be withdrawn. 

The nonobMousijfcss of independent claim 36 precludes a rejection of claims 3 .'-39 which 
depend tberehom because a dependent claim is obvious oaii> if the independent claim from 
which it depends is obvious Sc< I n re Fine , 5 U.S.P.Q.2d i5«*6. 1600 fFed. Cm I9SS>. see aho 
MPFP § 2143.03. Therefore. Applicant requests thai the Examiner withdraw the 35 U.S.C E 
103{a; obviousness rejection to independent claim 36 and claims 37-39 which depend therefrom. 

B£S££^i2£^§Ml^jy2d^ the nonolrviousness of independent claim 4] precedes a 
rejection of clcims 50 and 53 which depend ihvrefroin because a dependent claim is obvious onk 
if the independent claim from which k depends k ohv.uus. See In re Fine. 5 U.S.P.0-2J 15%, 
1600 (Fed Cir. 1 9*g), AW Mpep § 2143 03. Therefore, Applicant requests thai the 
Examiner withdraw the rejection to independent claim 41 and claims 50 and 53 which depend 
therefrom, 

OMl!liJ.u2liiS were rejected as being unpatentable over Ih - He*kc1! inference m view 
of the Chen reference and further in \te\\ ol the Naden reference. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. Applicant respectmil} ira\crses dus rejection, as heremaftex set forth. 

The noi>obvioasne.is of independent claim S piecludt-s u rejection of claim §3 which 
depends therefrom because a dependent claim is ob\ ious only if the independent claim from 
which it depend.* is obvious. See In re Fine . 5 i J.S.P Q.2d 1 5°o. 1 6U0 (Fed. Cir. i 9C8 j, see u'a.j 
MPEP § 2143.03. Therefore, Applicant request* that the Examiner withdraw the rejection to 
independent claim 8 and claim 13 whic! depends thercfiom 

The nonom. iousness of independent claim 14 precludes a rejection of claim 25 which 
depond: therefrom because a dependent claim is obvious only if the independent claim from 
which it depends is obvious. Sec In r e Fin e. 5 t S.P.Q.2d 1596, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 198$) see also 
MPIF $ 2143.03. Therefore, Applicant reuuests that the Examine- Vthdraw the ejection t" 
independent claim 1-1 and claim 25 which depends therefrom. 

) he nonobviousncss of independent claim 36 precludes a rejection of claim 40 which 
denuKs there j-o^s because a dependent claim is ohsiyus only iftbc independent claim from 
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which it depends is obvious. See In re Fine. 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1 596, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 1 988), se<? afeo 
MFEF § 2 143.03. Therefore, Applicant requests that fee Examiner withdraw the rejection to 
independent claim 36 and claim 40 which depends therefrom. 
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CONCLUSION 

Claims 1-5, 7. S. 1 20-32, 34, 56-47 oixl 49-54 are bcMcved to U in condition *ot 
allowance, and ait ejrly notice thereof is respectfully sohcrtcd. Should the Examiner determine 
that additional '.vsues remain v. hid) might be resohed ?-y a telephone corfeance, he is 
respectfully imhed to ontaci Applicant's undersigned attorney 

Please ehdi-ge any fees or overpayments t3ia: may be doe with th^ response to Deposit 
Account No. 17-0026. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated; July 26, 2007 By: 

DarreH Scutt Juneau, Reg, No, 3 C C ! 43 
i 858^058-2491 
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